Since we are always required when translating to "take a position" relative to other cultures and languages, we must as well remain ever vigilant as to the nature of the position assumed. Is it one of domination or is the other culture, the other language seen as a model? Is there an attempt at enrichment of our own culture or is "naturalization" of the other considered the objective? We need also to consider questions relating to the distance in time, in space, which separates translations from their originals as well as those arising from the most fundamental decision of all: whether or not to translate a given text at a given time. Who the translators are and the nature of the literary institution they belong to will also necessarily affect the way translations are produced.
Within the parameters of these questions how can we view the political import and impact of translation within the very large domain of international feminism -or perhaps feminisms is the better word. If we consider one writer and two of her texts which have proven to be extremely significant in their bridging of what we will call "French feminism 11 and what we can loosely term Anglo-American feminist theory. The writer in question is Hélène Cixous and the two texts in question are her essay, "Le Rire de la Méduse" (which originally appeared in a special number of UArc in 1975 and in English translation in the American feminist journal Signs the following year), and her co-authored (with Catherine Clément) book, La Jeune Née (originally published in Paris in the same year as "Le Rire de la Méduse" but not translated into English until 1986).
What is intriguing about these two works, and about the more general question of translating Hélène Cixous, is the enormity of their influence on ongoing debates within feminist communities and on the political significance of a concept such as écriture féminine on discussions about the very nature of difference itself. It is arguable that the translated "Laugh of the Medusa" along with the "Sorties" section of The Newly-Born Woman have radically transformed the course of all language-centered theoretical debates in Anglo-American feminist circles over the course of the past fifteen years.
Several factors relating to translation not only as a cultural phenomenon but also as a political activity are important considerations when we look at Cixous-in-translation: (1) first of all, the choice factor [who? what? where? when? why?] ; (2) secondly, the décalage factor, or time-lag between production of the text in the original to its initial translation; (3) thirdly, the academic-as-translator factor; and (4) fourthly, the "difficulty" or "interdisciplinary" aspect of translation.
Hélène Cixous translation in context
The inter-relationships of French and Anglo-American feminisms provide an important background for Cixous translation. Others have attempted to delineate the basic ideological and pragmatic distinctions between these two worlds (among them Toril Moi, Jane Gallop, Elaine Marks, Barbara Godard and virtually anyone introducing collections of feminist essays or feminist conference proceedings of the seventies or eighties in which one or all of the three members of French feminism's holy trinity -Hélène Cixous, Luce Irigaray or Julia Kristeva -is cited extensively). Furthermore, these distinctions are not unimportant ones as they relate to translation.
In her excellent 1985 essay titled "A Topography of Difference," which serves as the introduction to French Feminist Criticism: Women, Language, Literature. An Annotated Bibliography, Virginia Thorndike Hules has compared French approaches and preoccupations about theories of difference with those of American feminist theorists of difference, focussing on five aspects of French inquiry which are most unfamiliar to the Anglo-American feminist world:
(1) the centrality of the modernist perspective in which language and writing ('écriture') are the locus of sexual difference; (2) the overriding importance of the psychoanalytic model in defining specificity and tracing its effects in writing; (3) the differences between American and French interpretations of Freud; (4) the metaphorical and metaphysical dimensions of woman and the feminine that are part of this approach; and (5) the prominence of a Marxist critical tradition that politicizes and polarizes the theoretical arena. What is interesting to note, however, is Gilbert's later essay (which appeared in the 1989 anthology, The Future of Literary Theory), "The Mirror and the Vamp," in which she and Susan Gubar attack Cixous, Irigaray, and Kristeva for allegedly practicing "the arts of the vamp." (p. 151) Both femme fatale and vampire, the vamp is "delectably sensual and transgressive" but also dangerously glamourous, for she not only "suck(s) the blood of male theory" (p. 152) but "the drama of seduction and betrayal that she enacts in her foray against patriarchal structure may end up being as seductively treacherous to women as to men." (p.
154)
Transatlantically and translationally speaking, so-called "French" feminisms have centered around the translated works of three writers -Cixous, Irigaray, and Kristeva. In discussing the politics of translating, however, there are some significant distinctions which need to be made. Interestingly enough, the first two questions are in most cases mutually exclusive since, in the normal course of events, the "what?" for an initial translation is the key. That is to say, it is the text -its ideas, its "content" -which presents itself to a reader/publisher so powerfully that translation becomes an imperative. After the initial translation, however, the "who?" and the "what?" are more intimately intertwined. If the initial "what" made the text's author famous, or indeed infamous, then perhaps the "who" will become the deciding factor in the politics of translating future or other texts by the same author. Sometimes it takes years, however, before a "who" becomes always translated. This is indeed the pattern we can observe in the available translations of the works of Hélène Cixous. It is clear that her very first translators, American academics Keith Cohen and Paula Cohen, had been stunned and overwhelmed by the powerful According to Jouve, Cixous is the most misrepresented of the 'trinity' in that her theoretical texts have been more translated and read than her fiction. Thus a continuing and fast-changing, evolving practice is patchily represented, the few available fictions (like Angst) solidified into a false representativeness. Also, there is no clear-cut distinction between what passes for theory, what passes for fiction, or drama. The theory is creative and written as such, the fiction is critical and works on theory. Ironically, up to the last few years, the essays have been easier to read than the fiction.
IL Translation and the politics of décalage
Nicole Ward Jouve's concerns about the fate of Hélène Cixous in English translation resurface in a problem which exists most especially with contemporay, sometimes admittedly trendy, texts, of the time lag between original publication and publication of the translated version. As we saw in the case of Cixous's "Laugh of the Medusa," the décalage factor was negligible, one year. Yet the other work which has come to "represent" her "theoretically feminist" ideas within the Anglo-American feminist academy, La Jeune Née, published the very same year as "Laugh of the Medusa," did not appear in translation until more than a decade had passed, in 1986. More interestingly, however, for the world of Anglo-American feminist theorizing, the brief opening section of Cixous's contribution to the co-authored book, "Sorties," did appear in abridged form in New French Feminisms. Although in the humanities we have not yet taken to counting citations as a measure of our research productivity, it would be tremendously enlightening, I believe, to have a citation count of the first section of Cixous's essay. A conservative estimate would place that number in the hundreds. And it must be remembered that from 1981 to 1986 only nine pages out of a total of 131 represented what Cixous had said in La Jeune Née. Since 1975 Cixous has written much more on various aspects of what she calls écriture féminine and a feminine libidinal economy, yet until 1991 almost all of it remained unavailable in English translation. Those members of the Anglo-American feminist academy who could not read French, however, happily continued writing as if Cixous were still laughing at the Medusa, being newly born day after day. It will be very interesting to observe the reaction of anglophone feminist theorists once they begin to grapple with the texts in the four translations which have appeared recently: Verena Conley's translation of various seminars by Cixous, Reading With Clarice Lispector (Minnesota, 1990) , Deborah Jenson (and others)'s translation of Cixous's Coming to Writing and Other Essays (Harvard, 1991) , and Verena Conley's translation of some of Cixous's theoretical work, Readings: The Poetics of Blanchot, Joyce, Kafka, Kleist, Lispector, and Tsvetayeva (Minnesota, 1991) , and Sarah Cornell and translation of Three Steps on the Ladder of Writing (Harvard, 1993) . Translation of Cixous, then, is not only the linguistic act but also the cross-cultural movement of a philosophical inquiry which is not necessarily readily at hand for the Anglo-American audience.
Bina Freiwald, speaking of the reception of French feminist theory in translation, underscores the necessity for recognition of diversity and heterogeneity within French feminist theory as well as a recognition that certain key terms remain perhaps untranslatable because of a complex cultural grounding that cannot be conveyed or even suggested by the target language.
Early mediators/translators often provided an explanatory apparatus around key words -for example, écriture féminine and puissance. Freiwald argues that if the AngloAmerican academy had but better recognized the fuller cultural translations of such terms as glossed by Elaine Marks, Carolyn Burke, or Betsy Wing, "we might have been spared over a decade of dismissive American coy righteousness, annoyingly accompanied by repeated accusations of essentialist biologistic determinism and inexplicable fainting spells at the mere mention of the word jouissance" (Freiwald, p. 63 ).
In Nicole Ward Jouve's words, Cixous's texts grope for, adumbrate, a way of being, of becoming rather, that involves both the wish to go forward and the courage to lie still, to wait, to dive inside. Only by actually doing it, which is costly, riddled with frustrations and difficulties and errors, only by committing oneself -believing, hoping, trusting, giving -can one get to (not, get) what the writing is for. It is not a matter of returning it to the writer, however megalomaniac or narcissistic "she" may appear -it's a matter of taking over, as in a relay, and trying to get to where the best and the deepest of you can take you: the scope that the "I" of the writing has given you is epic so that you, reader, may know no bounds. It is visionary so that you may be empowered. (Ward Jouve, p. 59)
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